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Response to Amendment 

1 . This is in response to the amendment file 07/1 7/2007. 

2. Claims 24-26 are allowed. 

3. Claims 7, 19, 22 and 23 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, 
but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the 
base claim and any intervening claims. 

4. Applicants' arguments, with respect to claims 1-6, 8-18, 20 and 21, have been considered 
but are mood in view of the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this Office action. 
Quotations of U.S. Code Title 35 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

The claims and only the claims form the metes and bounds of the invention. "Office personnel 
are to give claims their broadest reasonable interpretation in light of the supporting disclosure. In 
re Morris, 127 F.3d 1048, 1054-55, 44 USPQ2d 1023, 1027-28 (Fed. Cir 1997). Limitations 
appearing in the specification but not recited in the claim are not read into the claim. In re Prater, 
415 F.2d 1393, 1404-05, 162 USPQ541, 550-551 (CCPA 1969)" (MPEP p2100-8, c 2, 1 45-48; p 
2100-9, c 1, I 1-4). The Examiner has full latitude to interpret each claim in the broadest 
reasonable sense. The Examiner will reference prior art using terminology familiar to one of 
ordinary skill in the art. Such an approach is broad in concept and can be either explicit or 
implicit in meaning. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. Claims 1-6, 8-18, 20 and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over U.S. Patent No. 6,772,038 ("Kadono") in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,465,221 ("Merat"). 
Regarding claim 1 

Kadono teaches the invention including a working control device comprising: a configuration 
characteristic extraction unit obtaining configuration information about characteristics of a three- 
dimensional configuration from design data of an object workpiece (see Col. 2 lines 35-45); a 
working case storage unit storing working conditions (see Col. 7 lines 40-50, "machine condition 
database 9"); a case searching unit searching out the working case from the working case storage 
unit on the basis of the configuration information (see Col. 8 lines 14-17, "machine condition 
database 9 is searched"); a working condition setting unit determining the working conditions 
based on the working case searched out by the case searching unit (see Col. 8 lines 17-31); and a 
control unit controlling a working machine on the basis of the working conditions (see Col. 9 
lines 33-43).' 

Kadono does not specifically disclose the working case of a working of a prior formed 
object workpiece conducted in the past. 

However, Merat teaches a Rapid Design System which is a feature-based Computer 
Aided Design (CAD) system that allows user to retrieve previously design workpieces conducted 
in the past (see Col. 7 lines 18-38) for the purpose of finding more ways to improve new designs 
by looking back at past designs for the problems encountered and/or how they were resolved. 

The claim would have been obvious is that "a person of ordinary skill in the art would 
have been motivated to combine the prior art to achieve the claimed invention and that there 
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would have been a reasonable expectation of success". It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to incorporate the storing of previously 
designed workpieces of Merat with the design system of Kadono because it would provide a 
reasonable expectation of success by using past designs to learn more ways for improving on 
new designs. 
Regarding claim 20 

Kadono teaches the invention including a computer readable medium comprising a working 
control program for making a computer execute steps of: obtaining configuration information 
about characteristics of a three-dimensional configuration from design data of an object 
workpiece (see Col. 2 lines 35-45); searching out a working case on the basis of the 
configuration information from a working case storage unit storing working conditions (see Col. 
7 lines 40-50, "machine condition database 9" and Col. 8 lines 14-17, "machine condition 
database 9 is searched"); determining the working conditions based on the working case (see 
Col. 2 line 64 to Col. 3 line 4); and controlling a working machine on the basis of the working 
conditions (see Col. 9 lines 33-43). 

Kadono does not specifically disclose the working case of a working of a prior formed 
object workpiece conducted in the past. 

However, Merat teaches a Rapid Design System which is a feature-based Computer 
Aided Design (CAD) system that allows user to retrieve previously design workpieces conducted 
in the past (see Col. 7 lines 18-38) for the purpose of finding more ways to improve new designs 
by looking back at past designs for the problems encountered and/or how they were resolved. 
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The claim would have been obvious is that "a person of ordinary skill in the art would 
have been motivated to combine the prior art to achieve the claimed invention and that there 
would have been a reasonable expectation of success". It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to incorporate the storing of previously 
designed workpieces of Merat with the design system of Kadono because it would provide a 
reasonable expectation of success by using past designs to learn more ways for improving on 
new designs. 
Regarding claim 21 

Kadono teaches the invention including a working control system comprising a working machine 
and a working control device for controlling the working machine, the working control device 
including: a configuration characteristic extraction unit obtaining configuration information 
about characteristics of a three-dimensional configuration from design data of an object 
workpiece (see Col. 2 lines 35-45); a working case storage unit storing working conditions (see 
Col. 7 lines 40-50, "machine condition database 9"); a case searching unit searching out the 
working case from the working case storage unit on the basis of the configuration information 
(see Col. 8 lines 14-17, "machine condition database 9 is searched"); a working condition setting 
unit determining the working conditions based on the working case searched out by the case 
searching unit (see Col. 2 line 64 to Col. 3 line 4); and a control unit controlling a working 
machine on the basis of the working conditions (see Col. 9 lines 33-43). 

Kadono does not specifically disclose the working case of a working of a prior formed 
object workpiece conducted in the past. 
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However, Merat teaches a Rapid Design System which is a feature-based Computer 
Aided Design (CAD) system that allows user to retrieve previously design workpieces conducted 
in the past (see Col. 7 lines 18-38) for the purpose of finding more ways to improve new designs 
by looking back at past designs for the problems encountered and/or how they were resolved. 

The claim would have been obvious is that "a person of ordinary skill in the art would 
have been motivated to combine the prior art to achieve the claimed invention and that there 
would have been a reasonable expectation of success". It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to incorporate the storing of previously 
designed workpieces of Merat with the design system of Kadono because it would provide a 
reasonable expectation of success by using past designs to learn more ways for improving on 
new designs. 

Regarding claim 2 

Kadono teaches a judgment criterion storage unit stored with information serving as a judgment 
criterion for the working conditions (see Col 8 lines 14-21), wherein the working condition 
setting unit determines the working conditions based on the information of the judgment 
criterion storage unit and on the working case searched out by the case searching unit (see Col. 8 
lines 21-31). 
Regarding claim 3 

Kadono teaches a pre-working input unit accepting an input of information about the object 
workpiece (see Col. 5 lines 6-16), wherein the working condition setting unit determines the 
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working conditions based on the information given from the pre-working input unit and on the 
design data (see Col. 3 lines 58-64). 
Regarding claim 4 

Kadono teaches a monitoring unit obtaining information of the working machine when the 
control unit controls based on the working conditions (see Col. 8 lines 51-63); and a working 
case registration unit having the working case storage unit stored with the working machine 
information obtained by the monitoring unit in a way that makes it as a working case mapping to 
the configuration information (see Col. 8 lines 63-67). 
Regarding claim 5 

Kadono teaches a monitoring unit obtaining information of the working machine when the 
control unit controls based on the working conditions (see Col. 8 lines 51-63); a working case 
registration unit having the working case storage unit stored with the working machine 
information obtained by the monitoring unit in a way that makes it as a working case mapping to 
the configuration information (see Col. 8 lines 63-67); and a post-working input unit accepting 
an input of information about whether the working is preferable or not, wherein the working case 
registration unit has the working case storage unit stored with the working case, corresponding to 
the information accepted by the post-working input unit (see Col. 9 lines 9-32). 
Regarding claim 6 

Kadono teaches wherein the configuration characteristic extraction unit divides a surface of the 
object workpiece represented by the design data into polygons, obtains coordinates of vertexes of 
these polygons as X-, Y- and Z-values in the case of being expressed by values in X-, Y- and Z- 
direction, obtains minimum and maximum X-values, minimum and maximum Y-values and 
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minimum and maximum Z-values among all the vertexes, obtains a maximum X-axis directional 
length by subtracting the minimum X-value from the maximum X- value, obtains a maximum Y- 
axis directional length by subtracting the minimum Y-value from the maximum Y-value, and 
obtains a maximum Z-axis directional length by subtracting the minimum Z-value from the 
maximum Z-value (see Col. 6 lines 40-65). 
Regarding claim 8 

Kadono teaches wherein the configuration characteristic extraction unit judges whether a normal 
line of the polygon is parallel with a working axis or not, and classifies the polygon exhibiting 
the parallelism according to a value in the Z-axis direction (see Col. 7 lines 1-6). 
Regarding claim 9 

Kadono teaches wherein the configuration characteristic extraction unit extracts concave shape 
parts of the object workpiece represented by the design data, and obtains a concave shape radius 
dimension having a minimum radius in the concave shape parts (see Col. 7 lines 6-12). 
Regarding claim 10 

Kadono teaches wherein the configuration characteristic extraction unit extracts concave shape 
parts of the object workpiece represented by the design data, classifies the concave shape parts 
according to a radius dimension (see Col. 7 lines 6-12), obtains an areal size of the concave 
shape part according to this radius dimension, and obtains a radius dimension having a maximum 
areal size (see Col. 8 lines 21-31). 
Regarding claim 11 

Kadono teaches wherein the configuration characteristic extraction unit divides a surface of the 
object workpiece represented by the design data into polygons, compares, in the case of 
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representing the coordinates of the vertexes of these polygons in values in the X- Y- and Z- 
directions, Z-axis values of the vertexes of the polygons excluding the polygons having fitting 
surfaces to the working machine and the polygons abutting on these fitting surfaces, and obtains 
a minimum Z-axis value as a maximum depth of the object workpiece (see Col. 6 lines 40-65). 
Regarding claim 12 

Kadono teaches wherein the configuration characteristic extraction unit divides a surface of the 
object workpiece represented by the design data into polygons (see Col. 6 lines 55-65), judges 
whether or not a normal line of the polygon is parallel with the working axis, classifies the 
polygons into the polygons exhibiting the parallelism and the polygons exhibiting no parallelism 
(see Col. 7 lines 1-6), obtains a working range by grouping the polygons including shared edges 
with respect to each classification, and obtains the edges, as a working range boundary line, 
which are not shared with other polygons in each group (see Col. 7 lines 40-50). 
Regarding claim 13 

Kadono teaches wherein the configuration characteristic extraction unit obtains blank dimensions 
by adding a working margin in the working case searched out by the case searching unit to the 
maximum X-axis directional length, the maximum Y-axis directional length and the maximum 
Z-axis directional length (see Col. 3 lines 9-23). 
Regarding claim 14 

Kadono teaches a monitoring unit obtaining information of the working machine when the 
control unit performs the control based on the working conditions (see Col. 8 lines 51-63); a 
post- working input unit accepting an input of information about whether a result of the working 
is preferable or not when performing the control (see Col. 9 lines 9-32); and a working case 
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registration unit having the working case storage unit stored with the working machine 
information obtained by the monitoring unit and information about whether a result of the 
working is preferable or not in a way that makes it as a working case mapping to the 
configuration information (see Col. 8 lines 63-67), wherein in case the result of the working in 
the working case searched out by the case searching unit is preferable, the working condition 
setting unit determines the working conditions based on the working case (see Col. 8 lines 21- 
31). 

Regarding claim 15 

Kadono teaches wherein the case searching unit searches the working case database by using the 
configuration information obtained from the configuration characteristic extraction unit as a 
search key, and thus searches out a working case mapping to the configuration information 
falling within a predetermined range (see Col. 8 lines 14-31). 
Regarding claim 16 

Kadono teaches wherein the working machine is a cutting machine, the monitoring unit measures 
a main shaft load state of the working machine, and the control unit, in case the measured main 
shaft load is out of a predetermined range, adjusts a feeding speed of the cutting machine so as to 
fall within the predetermined range (see Col. 8 lines 5 1 -67). 
Regarding claim 17 

Kadono teaches wherein the working machine is a cutting machine, the monitoring unit measures 
a main shaft load state of the working machine, and the control unit, in case the measured main 
shaft load is out of a predetermined range, adjusts a the number of revolutions of the main shaft 
of the cutting machine so as to fall within the predetermined range (see Col. 9 lines 9-32). 
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Regarding claim 18 

Kadono teaches wherein in the case of using a plurality of tools, the working condition setting 
unit compares a cutting residual quantity of the tool to be used ahead with an allowable range of 
the tool to be used next, and, if the cutting residual quantity of the tool to be used ahead exceeds 
the allowable range of the next tool, sets so that the cutting residual quantity of the tool to be 
used head falls within the allowable range of the next tool by changing, adding or deleting the 
tool (see Col. 9 lines 44-58). 

Response to Arguments 

In the remarks, applicant's argues that cited prior art fails to teach: 

I) "a working case storage unit storing working conditions, as a working case, of a working 
of a prior formed workpiece conducted in the past" as to claims 1, 20 and 21. 

In response to applicant's arguments, 
1 I) Kadono (USPN 6,772,038) teaches a working case storage unit storing working 
conditions (see Col. 7 lines 40-50, "machine condition database 9"). Kadono does not 
specifically disclose the working case of a working of a prior formed object workpiece 
conducted in the past. 

However, newly cited prior art U.S. Patent No. 5,465,221 ("Merat") teaches a Rapid 
Design System which is a feature-based Computer Aided Design (CAD) system that allows user 
to retrieve previously design workpieces conducted in the past (see Col 7 lines 18-38) for the 
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purpose of finding more ways to improve new designs by looking back at past designs for the 
problems encountered and/or how they were resolved. 

The claim would have been obvious is that "a person of ordinary skill in the art would 
have been motivated to combine the prior art to achieve the claimed invention and that there 
would have been a reasonable expectation of success". It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to incorporate the storing of previously 
designed workpieces of Merat with the design system of Kadono because it would provide a 
reasonable expectation of success by using past designs to learn more ways for improving on 
new designs. 

If applicant disagrees with any factual findings by the Office, an effective traverse of a 
rejection based wholly or partially on such findings must includes a reasoned statement 
explaining why the applicant believes the Office has erred substantively as to the factual 
findings. A mere statement or argument that the Office has not established a prima facie case of 
obviousness or that the Office's reliance on common knowledge is unsupported by documentary 
evidence will not be considered substantively adequate to rebut the rejection or an effective 
traverse of the rejection under 37 CFR 1.111 (b). 



* 
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Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to examiner Thomas Pham; whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
3689, Monday - Friday from 7:30 AM - 4:00 PM EST or contact Supervisor Mr. Anthony Knight 
at (571) 272-3687. 

Any response to this office action should be mailed to: Commissioner for Patents, P.O. 
Box 1450, Alexandria VA 22313-1450. Responses may also be faxed to the official fax 
number (571) 273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Thomas Pham 

Primary Examiner 




September 6, 2007 



